succeeding wave of data gathering.  Such sample loss may compromise representativeness of the remaining sample (save in the rare case wl sample loss is effectively random) . Such attrition, however, is a f of life that social researchers have to live with.  Respondents move and are untraceable, they lose their patience with the researchers1 persistent inquiries, and so forth.  Nonetheless, it is not unknown well-conducted surveys to obtain responses from 80 percent (or more) the original interviewees after a period of months (and even years), Systematic follow-up and dogged determination to find the "movers" a persuade the "refusers" have resulted in some remarkably low attrit] rates in long-term follow-up studies, even with very youthful populc tions (see Sewell and Hauser, 1975, and descriptions of the Continuc Longitudinal Manpower Survey and National Longitudinal Survey in Appendix D).
Table A.4 shows the various stages of the SAS data collection ai the attrition that occurred over time.  It will be seen from Table l that the attrition in the SAS data collection base is sufficiently l to engender skepticism about Claims that the follow-up data provide reasonable estimates of the postprogram experiences of the youth frc whom data were initially collected (not to mention the entire Population of participants) .**
Looking at the data base in its entirety (i.e., including all respondents from whom any data were collected) reveals that at 8 mor after program completion, there is no interview data on the majorit] program participants and controls (see Table A.4) . Even at 3 months postprogram, the attrition losses amount to almost half of the orig: sample (45 percent of program participants and 49 percent of contro] who provided initial data did not provide interview data at 3 monthi postprograra).
Sample attrition is clearly at a level at which serious doubts i arise about whether the results obtained from the follow-up samples be generalized. Even for postprogram measurements, attrition rates rather high:  32 percent of participants lack postprogram survey data.5
"In fact, sample attrition in the data base is higher than that reported in the ETS analyses. This difference in numbers arises because ETS eliminated approximately 11,000 cases from their publisl figures äs a result of their "winnowing" of the sample to exclude "suspicious" data.
5It is possible that some portion of this "loss" may be attributabl to youths who dropped out of the program (rather than "completers" whom data are missing) . If this is so, the Situation may not be qu so bleak äs it seems, since one could attempt to cast an analysis i terms of the effects of program completion (rather than mere enrolli in a YEDPA program).

